




























































and	gendered	Northern	 foundations	on	which	 they	are	based	 (see,	 inter	alia,	 Fitz‐Gibbon	and	
Walklate	 forthcoming;	 Goodmark	 2015).	 Moreover,	 as	 policies	 they	 simultaneously	 reflect	 a	
tendency	to	erase	important	differences	in	legal	codes.	At	the	same	time,	these	interventions	and	
practices	 notwithstanding,	 rates	 of	 femicide	 as	 a	 result	 of	 intimate	 partner	 violence	 have	
remained	stubbornly	consistent	across	the	globe	(see,	for	example,	Cussen	and	Bryant	2015	in	
Australia;	Smith	et.	al.	2014	in	the	United	States	(US)).	Taken	together,	these	observations	raise	a	
number	 of	 questions.	Of	 particular	 concern	 for	 this	paper	 is	 the	 relevance	 of	 risk	assessment	
practices	generally	 for	 cases	 of	 intimate	 partner	 violence	 but	 particularly	 their	 application	 in	
cultural	contexts	in	which	they	were	not	generated.	This	concern	arises	for	at	least	two	reasons.	
First,	 there	 is	confusion	around	what	these	practices	actually	do:	are	they	about	prediction	or	





locally	nuanced	 and	 culturally	 sensitive	 understandings	of	 risk	 that	might	better	 inform	 such	
practices	in	relation	to	intimate	partner	violence.		
	
The	paper	 falls	 into	 four	parts.	The	 first	offers	 a	brief	overview	of	 the	 concept	of	 risk	and	 its	
deployment	within	criminology	with	a	view	to	highlighting	some	of	 its	conceptual	blind	spots.	
The	 second	part	 considers	 the	possibilities	 of	 thinking	differently	 about	 risk	 informed	by	 the	
challenge	posed	for	Northern	theorising	in	the	work	of	Connell	(2007)	and	others.	This	challenge	
requires	 recognising	 the	 imperialism	 endemic	 in	 criminology’s	 liberal	 nomothetic	 impulse	
(Morrison	2015;	Young	2011)	and	the	presence	of	that	imperialist	 impulse	 in	risk	assessment	
practices.	The	third	part	discusses	the	transference	of	the	lacunae	of	Northern	theorising	into	the	


















deemed	 risky,	 is	 a	multi‐facetted	phenomenon,	mediated,	 for	 example,	 by	 global	 geo‐political	
positions	on	the	one	hand	(Aas	2012)	and	locality	on	the	other	(Evans,	Fraser	and	Walklate	1996).	




A	 recognition	of	risk	as	gendered	relies	on	acknowledging	 that	 there	can	be	no	
essential	notion	of	risk;	that	risk	is	variable;	risk	 itself	is	more	than	one	type.	…	
Risk	is	gendered	on	a	continuum	both	in	the	sense	of	empirical	potential	harm	and	
the	 recognition	 and	 the	 definition	 of	 that	 harm.	Women,	 it	may	 be	 argued,	 are	
















towards	 uniform	 understandings	 in	 order	 to	 construct	 a	 unified	 individualised	 liberal	 (and	
fearful)	subject	(Walklate	forthcoming).	This	conceptual	blind	spot,	expressed	by	Mythen	(2014)	
as	a	partial	view	of	agency,	also	translates	 into	the	policies	and	practices	associated	with	risk,	










the	 same	way	and	 to	 the	 same	extent.	The	consequence	of	 this	 is	 that	Westo‐centric	bias	has	







De	 Sousa	 Santo	 (2014:	 56)	makes	 similar	 observations.	 Drawing	 on	 the	 values	 on	which	 the	
Nuestra	 America	 operated	 as	 a	 way	 of	 ‘living	 in	 transit	 and	 transitorianess’	 long	 before	 the	















Given	 the	 ongoing	 governmental	 temptation	 for	 policies	 to	 travel	 (particularly	 in	 relation	 to	
intimate	partner	violence)	and	 for	 that	direction	of	 travel	to	be	 from	north	to	south	(see	Fitz‐
Gibbon	and	Walklate	forthcoming),	it	is	imperative	that	criminology	and	victimology	address	the	








aside	their	current	 love	affair	with	risk	since	 this	not	only	entraps	both	areas	of	 investigation	
within	the	risk	of	politics	and	the	politics	of	risk	(Mythen	and	Walklate	2008)	but	also	deflects	
attention	 from	 the	deep‐rooted	problems	with	 risk	and	risk	assessment	practices	 themselves.	
These	 deep‐rooted	 problems	 range	 from	 the	 conflation	 of	 prevention	with	 prediction,	 to	 the	
transference	of	 such	practices	 from	offenders	 to	victims,	 to	 the	conceptual	 failure	 inherent	 in	
these	 practices	 themselves.	 As	 these	 practices	 travel	 the	 globe,	 such	 deep‐rooted	 problems	
become	further	embedded	in	policies	and	practices	as	governments	and	policy	makers	strive	to	








countries	 have	 embedded	 the	 ‘ecological	model’	 of	 violence	 into	national	 violence	prevention	
strategies.	The	assumption	underpinning	this	model	and	its	‘risk	factors’	is	that	violence	can	be	
prevented	 by	 reducing	 the	 violent	 characteristics	 of	 individuals.	 Thus	 individuals	 are	 ‘sorted’	

























implementation	 failure	 in	 the	process	of	assessing	risk.	However	 the	 fourth,	 in	 relation	 to	 the	
subject	matter	of	this	paper,	is	arguably	the	most	profound.	This	raises	the	spectre	of	conceptual	












(2015)	 suggest	 more	 could	 be	 done	 in	 terms	 of	 such	 ‘flagging’	 practices	 in	 sharing	 and	
communicating	 different	 kinds	 of	 information	 about	 particular	 incidents.	 Nonetheless,	
contemporarily	quite	sophisticated	risk	assessment	tools	are	used	to	assist	in	decision	making	
about	 and	 resource	 allocation	 to	 incidents	 of	 such	 violence.	 There	 is	 a	 range	 of	 such	 tools	 in	





to	 be	 present	 for	 individual	 cases	 (high,	medium,	 low).	 Robinson	 and	 Rowlands	 (2009:	 191)	
comment	that	these	developments	are	‘posited	on	a	common	understanding	of	domestic	violence,	
in	particular	the	likelihood	of	escalating	risk	by	the	offending	partner’.	Yet,	as	McCulloch	et	al.	
(2016:	 58)	 state,	 ‘there	 is	 a	 paucity	 of	 empirical	 research	 evaluating	 the	 outcomes	 of	












whether	 or	 not	 such	 management	 practices	 imply	 prediction	 or	 prevention.	 However,	












The	 denial	 of	 structural	 variables	 as	 risk	 factors	 in	 incidents	 of	 intimate	 partner	 violence	 is	
inherent	 in	 the	 individualised	 focus	 of	 the	 ecological	model	 underpinning	many	 of	 the	 policy	























and	Robinson	 (2010),	 in	 their	 different	ways,	 cast	 some	 light	 on	 the	processes	 of	 ‘doing’	 risk	
assessment.	This	work	draws	attention	to	the	ways	in	which	professionals	draw	on	all	kinds	of	
‘knowledge’	 to	accomplish	this	practical	task:	some	of	 it	expert	knowledge;	some	of	 it	derived	












making	 process	 is	 a	 further	 area	 of	 potential	 implementation	 failure.	 Women’s	 experiential	
knowledge	of	when	the	next	act	of	violence	is	likely	to	occur	 is	open	to	what	it	 is	they	 ‘know’.	
Indeed	as	Smith	et	al.	(2010:	27)	intimate,	this	form	of	knowing	may	be	deeply	embedded	in	their	
strategies	 for	 coping	 with	 ‘battering’	 and	 ‘include[s]	 family	 history	 of	 abuse,	 gender	 role	
socialisation,	 the	attitude	 toward	violence	of	 the	 immediate	and	extended	social	network,	and	
various	 characteristics	 of	 the	 abuse	 and	 abusive	 partner’.	 There	 is	much	within	 the	 feminist	
informed	literature	in	support	of	this	(see,	inter	alia,	Kirkwood	1993),	illustrated	some	time	ago	















cases	 in	 which	 the	 failure	 to	 listen	 to	 women’s	 own	 voices	 has	 resulted	 in	 their	 subsequent	


























focus	 on	 risk	 factors	 derived	 from	 the	 ‘risk	 paradigm’	 (Cunneen	 and	 Tauri	 2016:	 159)	 does,	
renders	indigenous	people’s	rights	secondary	to	their	problematic	status	as	a	risk	group	(see	also	
Blagg	2016).	Indeed,	Price,	Langton	and	Cashman	(2016)	add	some	weight	to	this	by	pointing	to	
the	 problems	 posed	 for	 Indigenous	 women	 in	 Australia	 whose	 experiences	 of	 violence	 were	
minimised	in	their	view,	because	of	a	hegemonic	cultural	reluctance	to	challenge	the	violence(s)	
of	 Indigenous	Australian	men.	 For	 these	 commentators,	 this	 reluctance	 afforded	 the	 space	 in	






here.	 Indeed	Hart	 (2016)	 goes	 on	 to	 suggest	 different	ways	 in	which	 professionals	might	 be	
enabled	to	move	on	from	the	implications	of	this	case.	For	the	purposes	of	this	paper,	the	Ewert	



















acts?	How	can	 she	ask	 the	help	of	 the	 legal	 system	when	most	 agents	 of	 social	










































other	 from	 very	 different	 gender,	 ethnic,	 and	 professional	 vantage	 points.	 An	




such	 interactions	 (perhaps	 to	 feel	 safe	 for	 a	while)	may	be	 quite	different	 to	 the	 ‘risk‐crazed’	
(Carlen	2008)	directives	of	the	police	officer.	More	often	than	not	these	tangled	interactions	also	
occur	 in	 highly	 emotional	 circumstances	 for	 all	 parties	 in	which	 feelings	matter.	 They	matter	
particularly	 in	 the	 context	 of	 intimate	 partner	 violence	 (Kuennan	 2014).	 Again	 this	 is	messy.	
Moreover,	 this	 messiness	 raises	 the	 importance	 of	 understanding	 context,	 whether	 that	 is	 a	
context	 framed	 by	 settler	 colonialism	 or	 one	 framed	 by	 more	 subtle	 but	 no	 less	 profound	
presumptions	 of	 normative	 heterosexuality	 and/or	 the	 role	 of	 violence	 in	 a	 particular	
relationship.	Indeed,	it	is	important	to	remember,	of	course,	that	violence	can	and	does	co‐exist	
with	all	kinds	of	other	features	of	that	relationship,	including	love.	Importantly	an	appreciation	














existing	 (criminal	 justice)	 systems	 and	 practices	 to	 take	 account	 of	 the	 complex	 relationship	
indigenous	people	might	have	with	such	systems	as	implied	by	Marchetti	and	Daly	(2016)	with	
reference	to	Indigenous	Australians.	Blagg	et	al.	(2017:	352)	go	so	far	as	to	suggest	‘a	pluralist	
alternative	 where	 settler	 law	 increasingly	 secedes	 sovereign	 power	 to	 Indigenous	 law	 and	
culture’.	A	similar	principle	might	also	apply	to	risk	assessment	tools	in	which	such	‘tools’	might	
embrace	 an	 understanding	 of	 community,	 inter‐relationships,	 power	 and	 shame	 in	 better	
informed	ways	(see	Gill	and	Harrison	2016).	(The	questions	posed	here	certainly	require	more	
than	‘simply’	inserting	women’s	voices	into	the	process	and/or	improved	police	training,	though	






inappropriate.	 In	 relation	 to	 risk	 assessment	 tools,	 this	 embrace	 is	 as	 likely	 to	 result	 in	 false	
negatives	as	well	as	false	positives,	as	the	individual	cases	cited	above	illustrate.	Moreover,	the	
uncritical	 embrace	 of	 risk	 in	 such	 practices	 not	 only	 fails	 to	 capture	 the	 reality	 of	
people’s/women’s	 lives	but	also	embeds	an	understanding	of	 risk	 largely	emanating	 from	the	
work	of	Ulrich	Beck	and	others	in	which	risk	is	seen	as	the	‘master	key	through	which	the	most	
pressing	social	problems	of	the	age	can	be	unlocked’	(Mythen	2014:	33).	However,	the	extent	to	
which	this	key	 is	master	 in	a	global	sense	 is	open	to	debate.	 It	 is	at	 this	 juncture	the	criminal	
justice	 practice	 of	 risk	 assessment,	 aligned	 as	 it	 is	 with	 the	 wider	 criminological	 and	
victimological	embrace	of	risk,	raises	the	spectre	of	criminology’s	origin	stories	(Carrington	and	








Shelhoub‐Kervorkian	 (2016b)	 deploys	 the	 notion	 of	 the	 ‘occupation	 of	 the	 senses’	 in	 a	 very	
specific	context	in	which	the	practices	associated	with	it	have	very	powerful	consequences,	both	













These	 deaths	 can	 be	 writ	 large	 as	 in	 the	 high	 rates	 of	 femicide	 in	 Central	 America’s	 violent	
Northern	Triangle	(which	are	not	all	explicable	by	gang	warfare	and/or	trafficking;	Eguizábal	et	
al.	2016)	or	writ	small	as	in	the	individual	tragedies	of	Clare	Wood	(after	whom	Clare’s	Law,	or	
the	 Domestic	 Violence	 Disclosure	 Scheme,	 was	 introduced	 in	 England	 and	 Wales)	 or	 Kelly	
Thompson	 in	Australia	discussed	above.	Yet	 these	deaths	also	 allude	 to	 an	 ‘occupation	of	 the	
senses’.	This	occupation	of	 the	senses	can	be	 found	 in	how	criminologists,	victimologists,	and	
criminal	 justice	 practitioners	 theorise	 and	 make	 sense	 of	 the	 kinds	 of	 violence(s)	 under	
discussion	here.	This	is	a	different	kind	of	occupation	of	the	senses	without	doubt	but	one	that	
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attendance	at	this	conference.	The	comments	of	the	anonymous	reviewers	have	been	invaluable	to	the	refinement	of	
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in	Canada	was	challenged.	
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